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and ascertain what is indigenous to our
program that is not working? And, if
the program does not work properly, if
the return to the taxpayer is not there,
if the benefit to the beneficiaries, the
people who were expected to gain
something from this $1 billion, if it is
not working, then they need to do
something different. They need to look
at the money and the resources and the
way they are spent.

So I think that this is going to be yet
another opportunity for government
bureaucrats, for agency heads, to look
inward within themselves, to have the
optimism that they can be in control of
their own future, to provide services,
which is what this government is all
about, to people who do need those out-
reaches of government, and to do the
right thing.

So I am very excited about the oppor-
tunity to challenge government. In-
stead of just throwing more money at
them every year and more and more
and more, we are now going to chal-
lenge them in a way and say we know
you can find the 1 percent. We have
talked about these savings all across
government tonight. They exist in
every single agency, and I think it is
going to be a wonderful day for every
single government administrator and
the heads of these agencies to know
that with the challenge, that they can
accept it and excel, because of the mis-
sion that we have of not spending the
future retirement of each and every
American today, but rather to keep it
into a fund that is ready for them in
the future, is what will help and ben-
efit all Americans.

I thank you for allowing me the op-
portunity to be with you tonight. I
know the people of Pennsylvania are
well served. You have enthusiasm and
integrity, coupled with the background
and experience, and I want to thank
you for allowing me to be here.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. We
thank the gentleman from Texas.

Tonight we have heard about tug-
boats that cost $875,000 apiece that
were lost; a surface-to-air missile
launcher that cost $1 million that was
lost; 5 aircraft engines, including two
that cost $4 million that were lost; a
floating crane worth $500,000 that was
lost. We heard about Medicare spending
$20 billion annually, or paying $20 bil-
lion annually for fraudulent payments,
or what they believe to be fraudulent
payments.

You know, it is kind of hard to think
that you could not save a penny when
you look at all those examples. We
have one here of a nice courthouse in
Brooklyn, New York, that cost $152
million. The New York Attorney Gen-
eral’s office has arrested 16 individuals
suspected of kickback and bribery
schemes in the construction of this
courthouse, that is from the Citizens
Against Government Waste, and $4.3
million used to tear down 19 naval
radio towers. Again, that is another
one pointed out by Citizens Against
Government Waste. It seems pretty in-

credible to think that you just cannot
save a penny, a little more than a
penny, out of every dollar.

Now, my experience in state govern-
ment, this was sort of a routine thing.
We often passed budgets that cut gen-
eral government 2 to 3 percent, and
what that was is we said department
managers, you have to cut the fat out
of your general government line item.
You cannot go out there and cut the
hand that serves the people, because
the same 2 percent, to save 2 percent or
3 percent, you do not need to do that.

If state governments can cut 2 to 3
percent of savings out of general gov-
ernment, Mr. President, you can too.
Instead of talking about new programs,
let us talk about managing the ones
you have.

I vividly remember the gentleman
who served us so well as Attorney Gen-
eral, Richard Thornburg, who was Gov-
ernor of Pennsylvania and who was a
real good fiscal manager. I served the
whole time he was Governor of Penn-
sylvania in the state legislature.

He was a tough fiscal manager. Every
department was asked to become more
efficient. Every bureau was asked to
reorganize and provide their services,
do away with unneeded paperwork and
become more efficient.

The state historically had, I am
going on memory here, but think I am
accurate, about 103,000 employees his-
torically. When he left office after 8
years of governing I believe they had
88,000 or 89,000 employees.

I had a district office in my district,
and I want to tell you, the service im-
proved, because not only did we have
less employees, paperwork and waste
and redundant things were done away
with, departments were asked and
forced to manage themselves, bureaus
were asked to provide the services
more cost effectively, and they did.

Government can become more effi-
cient if it has leadership to take it
there. Now, I think we have just begun
maybe a new cycle. I think this is
something we ought to be looking at
with some routine. Mr. President, this
year trim another percentage out of
general government. That is not where
people are served; that is where bu-
reaucrats are served.

In my view, this is a very appropriate
way to look for savings that could, as
happened in Pennsylvania, improve the
quality of government, improve the
services, because they are managed
better.

Mr. President, it is time to manage
each and every department a little bit
better. It is time to look for waste and
incompetency and root it out. It is
time to reorganize the structure of
government so it can be more efficient
and better serve the needs of the peo-
ple.

Let us save a penny out of every dol-
lar by finding the waste, the fraud and
the abuse, and make sure that we never
again balance the budget by using So-
cial Security; that we look to live
within our needs; that we save a penny

or two pennies, whatever it takes,
whenever it is, and pay down the debt.

It is time for the American taxpayers
to be assured that their Federal Gov-
ernment is going to live within its
means, it is never going to look to the
Social Security trust fund again to be
used for general government purposes,
and we are going to concentrate on
making the programs we have work
better, or do away with them.

We have had a hard time doing that.
But the President should be leading us.
His administrators know as well as
anyone that there are programs that
have lost their usefulness, and it seems
ironic that Congress and the President
in the past have had a hard time, be-
cause times change, priorities change,
needs change, and the needs of 1984
may not have a whole lot to do with it.
But the programs that were started in
1984 are still running. It is time to
squeeze that penny until we have our
fingerprint in it, that we save that
penny and a little bit more out of every
dollar of the taxpayers’ money, and
that we, once and for all, balance the
budget, make Social Security safe and
just make government more efficient.

f

POLITICAL HYPOCRISY ON THE
SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND
ISSUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to know that my Republican
colleagues who spoke before me this
evening basically showed, if you will,
their hypocrisy on the Social Security
issue.

The bottom line is we all know that
Republicans have always disliked So-
cial Security, and now they are trying
to have the American people believe
they are suddenly the steadfast defend-
ers of the Social Security program by
essentially distorting their record on
the issue of Social Security.

Let there be no question about it:
The Republicans have already spent at
least $13 billion of the Social Security
surplus. They are trying to give you
the impression that somehow that is
not the case, that they are going to
balance the budget without using the
Social Security surplus. The reality is
they have already spent at least $13 bil-
lion of it with the appropriations bills
that have already passed the House of
Representatives.

TOM DELAY, the Republican Whip,
said at one time, this was October 1st
in the Washington Times, ‘‘I will not
vote for any bill that spends any of the
Social Security surplus.’’ But his own
Congressional Budget Office has re-
peatedly said, and we have said it over
and over again, we need to say it as
Democrats because of what the Repub-
licans are trying to do to distort the
record, TOM DELAY’s own Congressional
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Budget Office has repeatedly said that
Republicans have already spent $13 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus on
the Republican spending bills, on the
appropriations bills.

According to the CBO, their own Con-
gressional Budget Office, Republicans
are on their way to spending $24 billion
of the Social Security surplus with the
bills that they keep cranking out and
sending to the President. I think the
ultimate irony of it all is when the
President vetoes these bills and basi-
cally sends them back, which means
the money is not spent, they criticize
the President and say he wants to
spend the Social Security surplus.

Well, how can he do that if he vetoes
the bill? The bills that they send to
him are the spending bills. When he
takes his pen and crosses it out and
says I will not spend that money and
he sends it back, the money is not
spent. So it is the President in vetoing
these bills and saying look, I want to
look at this entire budget. You show
me how you are going to put together
these 13 appropriation bills and what
that is going to add up to in the end,
because he is concerned that he does
not want to spend any of the Social Se-
curity surplus, and in fact it is the Re-
publicans by passing these spending
bills and sending them to him that are
in fact doing just that.

Let me go beyond the immediate
question of the issue of spending Social
Security surplus, because I do not
think there is any doubt that the Re-
publican leadership has already done
that. But they have always opposed the
concept of Social Security. The mem-
bers of this Republican leadership have
repeatedly been on record as saying
that they are opposed to or wanted to
phase out or somehow suggest they do
not like Social Security as a concept,
as a system.

The fact is that DICK ARMEY, TOM
DELAY and the rest of the Republican
leadership have a long track record,
from either indifference to outright
hostility, toward Social Security.

Republicans wanted to eliminate
guaranteed benefits for Social Security
through various privatization schemes.
We have not heard about that, but
many, many in the Republican leader-
ship have talked about the need to pri-
vatize Social Security, which, in my
opinion, is the same thing as not hav-
ing the system as a guaranteed govern-
ment system. They have no plan to ex-
tend the life of the Social Security
trust fund. They basically want to let
it wither on the vine.

We all know that if something is not
done soon, at some point into the next
10 or 20 years the Social Security trust
fund is going to start to run out of
money. And where is their plan? Where
is the Republican plan to extend the
life of that program? The only person
who has put forward a plan, or I should
say the only prominent person who has
put forward a plan to try to shore up
Social Security over the long term, is
the President of the United States, Bill

Clinton, who they basically distort
what he says every night here.

Once again, over the weekend he put
forward and said that he wanted his
long-term plan to shore up Social Se-
curity to be part of this budget agree-
ment that he wants to work on with
the Republicans, with the Congress,
over the next few weeks. They just ig-
nore that. They ignore the fact that
Social Security needs to be fixed on a
long term basis.

You know, the amazing thing is the
President’s plan, if it were adopted,
would basically extend the life of the
Social Security trust fund by 15 years.
The Republicans do not extend the life
of that fund a single day.

The other thing that I wanted to
point out is very conveniently my col-
leagues on the other side forgot what
they did for the last 6 months when
they put together this $1 trillion tax
cut bill that primarily benefited the
wealthy Americans and the corpora-
tions and would have just obliterated
any effort to try to provide the surplus
for Social Security. In fact, the Repub-
lican tax plan, which the President
wisely vetoed, would have sucked the
surplus dry, leaving nothing for
strengthening the Social Security
trust fund or extending the life of the
Medicare Trust Fund or modernizing
Medicare with prescription drug cov-
erage.

When I go out and talk to my seniors,
they are worried about the long-term
impact, whether or not Social Security
is going to be there. They are worried
about whether Medicare is going to be
there. They want to make sure that
Medicare includes the prescription
drug fund.

If this Republican tax plan, passed by
the Republicans in both houses with
few if any Democratic votes, had not
been vetoed by President Clinton, there
would not be anything to discuss here,
because any effort to modernize Medi-
care, provide for prescription drugs, to
make sure that we could shore up and
save Social Security over the next 30
years, all that would have been out the
window. They spent 6 months on that,
and finally the President vetoed it. But
they have forgotten. We do not hear
about that anymore, because obviously
it did not work and they are not get-
ting any mileage out of it, so they do
not talk about it anymore. Republicans
voted for $1 trillion for tax cuts for the
wealthy and the corporate special in-
terests. Not one penny of that for So-
cial Security.

Let me just talk a little bit, because
over the weekend the president reiter-
ated once again the need to look at So-
cial Security over the long term, to
shore it up for the future.

b 1915

He is the one that is out there talk-
ing about this. Basically what the
President is saying is that any surplus
that is generated, I am not talking
about the Social Security Trust Fund
and the surplus that is in there, but I

am talking about the general revenue,
the money that comes from one’s in-
come taxes and other fees that one
pays the Federal Government, the gen-
eral revenue surplus, which, because of
the Balanced Budget Act, is going to
continue to grow over the next 10
years, he is saying that that surplus, if
any, because we are not sure if there is
going to be any, but if there is some, he
wants to take that general revenue
money, that income tax money, and he
wants to apply that or a good percent-
age of that to Social Security so that
we have enough money over the long-
term.

Because my colleagues have to un-
derstand that, under the current sys-
tem, if we continue the way we do,
there will not be enough money for So-
cial Security in another 20 or 30 years.

Well, the President basically said in
his weekly radio address over the
weekend that he would send Congress
legislation next week based on a pro-
posal he first floated earlier this year,
this is almost a year ago in the State
of the Union address, to shore up So-
cial Security with projected Federal
budget surpluses.

I quote, ‘‘The American people de-
serve more than confusion, double-
talk, and delay on this issue’’, Mr.
Clinton said. ‘‘It is time to have a clear
straightforward bill on the table; and
next week, I plan to present one, legis-
lation that ensures that all Social Se-
curity payroll tax will go to savings
and debt reduction for Social Secu-
rity.’’

Now, what could be more clear. Here
is the Democratic President who, in a
long series of Democratic Presidents
going back now to Franklin Roosevelt,
is saying it is very important for us to
look at Social Security over the long-
term. My Republican colleagues do not
even deal with the issue at all. It is not
on the radar screen.

The White House said over the week-
end that its plan would extend Social
Security solvency from 2034 when,
under current projections, it would be
able to pay only 75 percent of promised
benefits, to the year 2050, beyond the
life-span of most of the 76 million
Americans born in the 18 years after
World War II.

So what the President is saying is
that, at some point, I guess it is about
30 years from now, we will not have
enough money in this trust fund to pay
but 75 percent of the Social Security
benefits. So we have to do something.
He is putting forth the plan that says
what we can do to extend the trust
fund to at least the year 2050.

That may seem like a long time
away, but for young people who are
born now or who are in their twenties,
that is when they will be reaching re-
tirement age.

Here, again, is a quote from Gene
Sperling, who is the director of the
White House’s National Economic
Council. He says, ‘‘What we have tried
to do is present what we feel is the
most solid bipartisan, hopefully non-
controversial proposal to lock away
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the Social Security surplus for debt re-
duction and use those interest savings
to extend the solvency of Social Secu-
rity.’’

Now, let me explain that a little
more. What the President’s proposal
basically does is to pay down the debt
so that the money is available for So-
cial Security. The President has been
talking for some time about the need
to reduce the national debt and basi-
cally saying that, if we save money,
and we do not spend money, we will be
able to apply that to the national debt.

The Clinton plan, again I am reading
from the New York Times, this is Sun-
day, October 24, ‘‘Mr. Clinton’s plan is
based on the idea that, by using the So-
cial Security surplus to pay down the
national debt, the government’s inter-
est bill will decline substantially. By
the White House estimate, the govern-
ment’s interest expense will be $107 bil-
lion lower in 2011 than it would be if
the Social Security surplus were not
used starting this year to reduce the
debt.

‘‘Mr. Clinton’s proposal would take
the money saved, because of the lower
amount of debt starting in 2011, and
earmark it to shore up Social Security.
From the years 2011 through 2015, the
total savings and interest dedicated to
Social Security would be $544 billion,’’
Mr. Sperling said.

‘‘And savings would continue accru-
ing beyond 2015 at around $189 billion a
year. The savings would at first go to
further reductions in the national debt.

‘‘After the debt was paid off, around
2015, under the White House’s scenario,
this savings would continue to be
transferred to the Social Security in
the form of a government IOU that
would later be redeemed to pay bene-
fits.’’

The point of the matter is the beauty
part of the President’s proposal is that
we are actually paying down the na-
tional debt, something that the Repub-
licans claim they care about, but I do
not see any action on it here. I do not
see any efforts here to talk about the
national debt. That is what the Presi-
dent is proposing to do. That is what
his Social Security proposal would do,
deal with this problem on a long-term
basis.

Instead, the Republicans, what do
they do, they do not talk about the
long-term needs of the Social Security
program. They just keep spending and
spending so that now the appropria-
tions bills actually dip into the trust
fund and use the Social Security Trust
Fund again to finance regular oper-
ating funds for the next fiscal year.

Now, I want to talk a little bit about
this tax cut again that the Republican
leadership and my colleagues on the
other side sort of conveniently ignored
in the last few days, in the last few
weeks as we are talking about this
budget. President Clinton vetoed this
trillion dollar tax cut, which primarily
benefited the wealthy corporations, for
one simple reason; and that is, it
wastes the surplus on special interest
tax cuts instead of investing in the fu-
ture of all Americans.

What the President is trying to say is
that, if we give back this huge tax cut
primarily to the wealthy and to the
corporations, what are we doing for the
future of the country? Nothing.

On the other hand, if we take his So-
cial Security proposal and basically
pay down the national debt, we are in-
vesting in the future. That is the point.
What do we want to do? Do we want to
give a quick giveaway to a few people,
a few corporations, a few special inter-
ests, or do we want to invest money in
the future so the money is there for So-
cial Security in the future and so that,
basically, the economy prospers.

The Republican tax plan basically
meant $46,000 per year for the wealthi-
est taxpayers, but only $160 per year
for the average middle class people. Re-
publicans lavish nearly $21 billion on
special interest tax breaks for big busi-
ness. Let us not forget how much of
that was just tax breaks for big cor-
porations.

The Republican tax plan eats the sur-
plus hold, preventing us from paying
down a significant chunk of the $5.6
trillion national debt. Debt reduction,
of course, is the best way to ensure
that we continue our record economic
expansion by keeping interest rates
low. This was the President’s economic
plan, something that the GOP has basi-
cally rejected.

The Republican plan also siphoned
money away from other critical areas,
especially for strengthening Medicare
and for providing prescription drug
plans to help seniors pay for the costs
of life-saving medication.

Let me talk about that briefly again,
because then we do not hear anything
about the long-term plans that the Re-
publicans have for Medicare, unless
they want that to also wither on the
vine like Social Security.

Again, this week, I think it was Mon-
day, the President at the White House
had a press conference, talked about
the need to push for a prescription drug
benefit in the context of Medicare. His
long-term proposal which was going to
shore up Social Security also provided
for revamping Medicare to provide for
a prescription drug plan.

This is very important to senior citi-
zens. When I talked to the seniors in
my district and even the people who
are younger who know that eventually
they are going to be senior citizens,
they worry about how they are going
to pay for prescription drugs. Most sen-
iors do not have a prescription drug
plan, or, if they do have a plan, they
have huge co-payments. It does not pay
for a lot of their expenses. We find a lot
of seniors that just go without pre-
scription drugs or take half of a pre-
scription when it is prescribed by the
doctor.

What the President has basically said
is that he wants to establish a new
Part D benefit, very similar to Medi-
care Part B, where one pays a certain
amount per month, and one gets half of
all the costs of all of one’s prescription
drugs paid for.

There may be a lot of different ways
to pay for prescription drugs and pro-

vide a benefit under Medicare for it,
but at least he is trying. He is talking
about this. He has folded this into his
long-term economic plan that includes
shoring up Social Security.

I do not hear anybody on the other
side talking about it. I do not hear
anybody on the other side suggesting
that somehow they are going to deal
with this problem on a long-term basis.

So, again, it is the Democratic Presi-
dent, it is the Democratic Party that
are talking about these issues that will
in the long term benefit the average
senior citizen. All we see on the other
side is a Republican effort to spend
money and take it out of Social Secu-
rity.

There is no question that there is a
GOP strategy here that is a subterfuge
and that is an effort to try to mask
what is really going on.

In an enlightened moment back in
August, this is on Friday, August 6, in
the New York Times, the Republican
Whip, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), who is basically running the
show around here from what I can see,
basically exposed what his real strat-
egy was with spending the Social Secu-
rity surplus. Basically what it is is to
force the President to his knees, that is
actually a quote, and spend the Social
Security surplus. That is what the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is all
about.

He admitted publicly that he is mis-
leading the public with his spend-and-
deceive budget strategy. That is what
we are hearing is this deceitful strat-
egy that is being played up here on the
House floor day after day the last few
days, the last week.

What the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) basically confessed was that
the Republican promise to join the
Democrats in saving the budget surplus
for Social Security was a blatant lie.
He recounted in detail the Republican
strategy.

If I could, I will just go through this
from the New York Times. ‘‘ ‘The plan’,
Mr. DELAY said, ‘was for Republicans
to drain the surplus out of next year’s
budget and force the President to pay
for my additional spending requests
out of the Social Security surplus,’
which both parties have pledged to pro-
tect.

‘‘ ‘We are going to spend it and then
some. From the get-go, the strategy
has always been we are going to spend
what is left’, admitted Republican
Whip TOM DELAY.

‘‘ ‘The Republican strategy’, Mr.
DELAY said, ‘will also force the Presi-
dent to sign the Republican parties
spending bills for next year.’ ’’

He has not agreed to do so. He has
been vetoing them. But they want him
to sign because they want to spend the
money and spend the Social Security
surplus.

Again, I go back to the New York
Times from August 6: ‘‘He’’, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) ‘‘said
that even if the spending swallowed up
the budget surplus, the Republicans
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had a plan to use various budgetary
mechanisms that would allow them to
say they had stuck to the strict spend-
ing caps they imposed in 1997, the Bal-
anced Budget Act. We will negotiate
with the President after he vetoes the
bills on his ‘knees’, Mr. DELAY said.’’

Well, I am going to go into some of
those gimmicks that the Republicans
are using, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) is using to try to mask
what they are really doing here by
spending the Social Security surplus.
But before I get into that, I wanted to
give my colleagues some quotes from
these Republican leaders where they
talked about their long-term plans to
get rid of Social Security.

This is in 1984 when the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the Majority
Leader, in the Fort Worth Star-Tele-
gram, October 21, 1984, said that ‘‘So-
cial Security was a bad retirement and
a rotten trick on the American peo-
ple.’’ He continues, ‘‘I think we are
going to have to bite the bullet on So-
cial Security and phase it out over a
period of time.’’ That was the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
Majority Leader, in 1984.

This is from CNN’s Crossfire on Sep-
tember 27 of 1994, Michael Kinsley
asked the gentleman from Texas, (Mr.
ARMEY) the question: ‘‘Are you going
to take the pledge? Are you going to
promise not to cut people’s Social Se-
curity to meet these promises?’’ The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY)
said, ‘‘No, I am not going to make such
a promise.’’

Lastly, this was in the same year,
September 28 of 1994, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) said on a C–
SPAN call show, ‘‘I would never have
created Social Security.’’

So do not believe these guys when
they say that they are trying to make
sure they do not spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) have a long
history of not being in favor of Social
Security. That is what we are seeing.
That is what ultimately will manifest
itself here, because they do not have a
long-term plan to deal with it other
than to get rid of it.

I talked a little bit before about
these creative gimmicks that are being
used by the Republican leadership to
try to mask that they are really spend-
ing the Social Security surplus. I do
not want to spend a lot of time on
them, but I do want to talk a little bit
about them this evening if I could.

It is difficult when I talk to my con-
stituents about these creative account-
ing gimmicks, because it sounds like a
lot of bureaucracy and is very hard to
explain the technicalities of what they
are trying to do. But there are many
ways creatively in this Congress that
one can really mask what one is doing
with the budget and how one is spend-
ing money and where it is coming
from. We would have to probably spend
hours to explain all the details about
how they do it.

But there was a very good article, if
I could mention it this evening, Madam
Speaker, on Saturday, October 16 in
the Washington Post by Eric Pianan
and George Hager where they talked
about Congress making greater use of
creative accounting. I think they kind
of distilled some of these gimmicks and
put them in some common-sense terms.
So I just wanted to take a few minutes
if I could to highlight some of those
gimmicks in this article by these two
gentlemen that was in the Washington
Post again on Saturday, October 16.

b 1930

They say the Nation’s defense con-
tractors will have to wait an extra
week to get paid this year. Routine
maintenance of Pentagon facilities will
be considered emergency spending. To
keep from cutting education and
health programs, lawmakers plan to
borrow $15 billion from next year’s
budget.

So one of the ways that we can mask
what we are doing with the budget is
by declaring items emergency spend-
ing. We can say, oh, it is emergency
spending so it does not count. That
may sound crazy to my constituents
and to the American public, but it is a
fact. And what the Republicans have
done is to declare a lot of things emer-
gencies that really are not.

The best example probably, as has
been mentioned several times on the
floor of the House of Representatives,
is when they decided to declare the
funding for the census that occurs
every 10 years as an emergency. Well,
how can something that is required by
the Constitution, the Constitution says
every 10 years we have to do a census,
how can that be an emergency when we
know 10 years in advance that we have
to do it? Well, that is an example.

I will go back to this article from the
Washington Post. It says, ‘‘As a Repub-
lican controlled Congress struggles to
complete work on the budget, it is re-
lying to an unprecedented degree on
creative accounting to boost spending
beyond what its rules allow. All told,
congressional budgeteers have manu-
factured an additional $46 billion to
spend this year on defense, farms, edu-
cation and other programs. The situa-
tion underscores the immense dif-
ficulty of writing budget discipline
into law and how easy it is for Con-
gress and the President to circumvent
what are supposed to be ironclad limits
designed to keep spending in check.
Under the 1997 balanced budget agree-
ment, the Federal Government was
supposed to spend only $592 billion in
the 13 bills funding government’s daily
operations this year. But Congress is
on target to spend roughly $640 bil-
lion.’’

So the problem that the Republican
leadership faces is that under the Bal-
anced Budget Act, which we all adopt-
ed a couple of years ago, the spending
for this year is supposed to be only $592
billion. In reality, they are spending
about $640 billion, if we look at their

budget. Well, we can see the discrep-
ancies there and why it is necessary to
come up with these accounting gim-
micks.

Again, I am reading from this Wash-
ington Post article. ‘‘Independent
budget experts on the right and the left
say Congress is masking the true size
of its spending binge and could create
serious budget problems when the obli-
gations for the delayed spending come
due. The actions also call into question
whether the government will realize
soaring surplus projections, which de-
pend heavily on Congress ratcheting
down on spending.’’

So if we delay the spending and es-
sentially go into next year’s budget, ul-
timately this will come home to roost
and we will have a bigger problem next
year. What of course we do is, we do
not have the surplus and we will not be
able to generate the surplus that sup-
posedly is going to be generated by this
Balanced Budget Act we passed 2 years
ago if we keep spending into it. That is
exactly what they are doing, spending
into the Social Security surplus to pay
for these ongoing programs that they
claim are not really being spent as part
of the surplus. In reality, that is what
they are doing.

Going back to The Washington Post
article again. ‘‘To the extent this ap-
proach is effective, it creates a bigger
hole that has to be filled the following
year, said The Brookings Institution’s
Robert Reischauer, a former director of
the Congressional Budget Office.’’ And
it is very shortsighted, is what he says.
Obviously, it is shortsighted to keep
delaying spending into next year.

Just an idea of how they go about
these sort of advanced appropriations.
In recent years, and this is back to The
Washington Post, for instance, ‘‘Con-
gress and the administration has bal-
anced out their numbers by borrowing
funds from future appropriations. Last
year, Congress agreed to $11.6 billion of
such advanced appropriations. This
year congressional Republicans plan to
borrow twice that amount, including
funds for education, job training pro-
grams, and rental housing subsidies.
That will make it even more difficult
to keep spending down when they con-
sider the same programs a year from
now.

‘‘With the approval of an $8.7 billion
farm bill out this week,’’ which was the
week of October 16, ‘‘Congress has de-
clared a total of $22 billion in spending
emergencies that also do not count
against the budget limitations. Other
such emergencies include spending for
the 2000 census, fuel assistance for the
poor, and maintenance of Pentagon
barracks and facilities.’’ Again, these
are these declared emergencies which
basically make it so that we do not
have to count it but the money is real-
ly spent.

Finally, the article concludes that,
‘‘Even with this more aggressive use of
budget tactics, the Congressional
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Budget Office has estimated that law-
makers would still tap the Social Secu-
rity surplus by anywhere from $13 bil-
lion to $20 billion. Republicans may
have to resort to an across-the-board
spending cut of 1 to 2 percent to keep
from doing that.’’

Now, let me get into that, if I could
a little bit, Madam Speaker, because
that is basically what we were hearing
from the other side of the aisle tonight.
They know they have spent this $13 to
$20 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus. They will not admit it, but it is a
fact. It is in the Congressional Budget
Office analysis. Everyone knows it. So
now they are talking about this 1 per-
cent. I think it was 1.4 percent, but
now they are talking 1 percent, so I
guess they revised it, that they are try-
ing to say they are going to implement
as a way of getting around spending
the Social Security surplus.

Well, this is really just an admission
of the fact that they have been caught
red-handed dipping into the Social Se-
curity surplus. They are looking
scrambling around to make up the dif-
ference with gimmicks and these
across-the-board spending cuts. This
plan to require a 1 percent automatic
budget cut, if the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget certifies that spend-
ing would dip into Social Security, is
really an admission by the chairman of
the House Committee on the Budget,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH),
that Republicans have stuck their
hands deep into the Social Security
cookie jar. It is basically asking the
Administration to save House Repub-
licans from themselves.

One of the other things that they did,
which I thought was particularly inter-
esting, was this idea to raid the tax re-
funds of the working poor. Every day
we get a different gimmick. It is either
emergencies, delayed spending, 1 per-
cent across-the-board, and the one a
couple of weeks ago was this idea of
taking the earned income tax from the
working poor and using that. Actually,
their proposal would have delayed $7
billion worth of earned income tax pay-
ments to the working poor in order to
fill the gaps in the budget.

I do not know what they were think-
ing with that. Maybe that somehow the
working poor, because they figured
they do not have time to vote or do not
have time to read the newspaper or
something, that they were not going to
notice that they did not receive their
tax refund up front. I do not even know
if they have dropped that. That may
still be out there as another way or an-
other gimmick of trying to somehow
hoodwink the American people as to
what they are really up to.

Let me just say, though, because I
have heard this 1 percent plan men-
tioned several times this evening by
my Republican colleagues who spoke
before me, that even that does not add
up. They are pretending a 1 percent
across-the-board cut will do the trick
and erase their $12 or $13 billion spend-
ing where they have dipped into the

Social Security surplus. But even with
that, they are still nearly $4 billion in
the hole based on their own phony ac-
counting. In reality, I say they are way
on their way of dipping into even more
and more of the Social Security
surplus.

As we see what develops over the
next few days or the next few weeks
here, I am sure we will all find that, in
fact, they are spending even more, and
they are going to go way beyond that
$12 or $13 billion that has already been
spent from the Social Security surplus
and even spend more before they fi-
nally wrap up this budget process.

Madam Speaker, I do not intend to
spend a lot more time this evening, but
I feel it is my obligation and that of
my colleagues on the Democratic side
to come here every night and basically
present the truth and expose this GOP
hypocrisy on Social Security. I have
never seen an effort by my Republican
colleagues to basically come to the
floor every night and somehow think
that if they are going to keep saying
this over and over again, that the
President is dipping into Social Secu-
rity or the Democrats want to dip into
Social Security, that somehow it is
going to be believed.

They are even running these ads,
very expensive ads, I should say, in a
lot of the districts of my Democratic
colleagues, accusing my Democratic
colleagues of dipping into Social Secu-
rity. I think the theory is if they tell
the lie often enough that people will
believe it; or if they spend enough
money getting the message out, even
though it is not true, people will be-
lieve it. I hope the people do not be-
lieve it. And certainly we will continue
on this side of the aisle to expose the
truth about what is really going on
here and how much money is already
being spent by the Republicans with
their spending bills.

The ultimate irony is that they keep
coming and talking about how the
President wants to keep spending
money. Well, the President does not
appropriate the funds. They are in the
majority. The Republicans are in the
majority in both the House of Rep-
resentatives and in the Senate. They
are in the majority. They send him the
bills. If he vetoes the bills, the money
is not spent. That is the constitutional
process.

So for the life of me I do not under-
stand how any of them can suggest
that by the President vetoing a bill
that somehow he is spending the Social
Security surplus, when all he is saying
is that the money cannot be spent. If
he vetoes the bill, the money is not
spent. The only way the money is spent
is if they appropriate the money and he
signs the bill.

So the whole process, the whole way
they go about describing the process, is
basically not true. And I think it is in-
cumbent upon myself and others to
come here every night and to explain
what is really going on here in this Re-
publican effort and their inability to

adopt a budget that does anything but
spend the Social Security surplus.

f

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS AND ITS
EFFECTS ON THE YOUTH OF OUR
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
NORTHUP). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to come to the floor of the
House again on a Tuesday night to talk
about an issue that I talk about as
often as possible, and that is the prob-
lem that we have in our country and
also in dealing in Congress with the
issue of illegal narcotics and the tre-
mendous impact that illegal narcotics
are having on our young people.

Tonight I am going to focus a little
bit on some of the issues that relate to
the question of the District of Colum-
bia’s appropriation and some specific
measures that are in the appropria-
tions bill that deal with the District of
Columbia.

I also intend to talk a bit about the
general war on drugs and review a lit-
tle bit how we got ourselves into that
situation.

Time permitting, Madam Speaker, I
also hope to talk some about Colombia
and the administration’s potential re-
quest, which certainly will dramati-
cally affect our spending as soon as we
finish with the problems we have now
in funding the fiscal year 1999–2000 re-
quirements. We are expecting a rather
substantial request to come in by the
administration, and we will talk about
that and Colombia and how we got our-
selves into that particular dilemma.

And I will also talk a bit about the
situation in Panama, that whole region
that has been such an active area as far
as illegal narcotics trafficking and dis-
ruption in general for the entire
hemisphere.

So those are a few subjects, and then,
time permitting, I will get into some of
the updates that I usually try to do on
problems relating to illegal narcotics
and how they affect all our commu-
nities across the land.

The first thing that I want to talk
about tonight is something that I hear
repeatedly over and over; that the war
on drugs has failed; that, indeed, we
have lost the war on drugs. I have some
very good friends, even on the conserv-
ative side, and I noticed one of the col-
umnists, who is very conservative in
his opinion, this past week came out
and said why not legalize narcotics;
that the war on drugs is a failure. I al-
ways try to relate my topic of discus-
sion to the facts and deal with the
facts and statistics, information that
we have had presented to us in the sub-
committee which I chair, which is the
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy and Human Resources of
the Committee on Government Reform.

We have had many, many hearings
since I have taken that subcommittee
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